
Before t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- June 1 6 ,  1965 

Appeal No. 8261 Hagop Chorbajion, appel lant .  

The Zoning Administrator of the  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  
t h e  following Order w a s  en tered  a t  the meeting of t h e  Board on 
August 25, 1965. 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  accessory parking on l o t  61 ,  square 3287, 
zoned R-2, t o  support  a 9-unit  apartment bui ld ing  on l o t  809, 
square 3287 a t  6200 - 3rd S t r e e t ,  NW., be denied. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) The appe l l an t  proposes t o  b u i l d ' a  9-unit  apartment 
bui ld ing  on l o t  809 loca ted  a t  t h e  corner  of Rittenhouse and 
3rd S t r e e t ,  NW. This l o t  has space f o r  only 5 of 9 parking 
spaces required f o r  t he  bui lding.  

(2)  The appe l l an t  a l s o  owns l o t  61 i n  square 3287 which 
f r o n t s  on Rittenhouse Street and is occupied by a semi-detached 
dwelling. 

(3)  Appellant proposes t o  use t h e  r e a r  por t ion  of  l o t  6 1  
t o  provide o the r  parking spaces t o  support  t he  bui ld ing  on l o t  
809. 

( 4 )  A t  t h e  hearing t h e  appe l l an t  expressed a wi l l ingness  
t o  provide a covenant t o  guarantee continuance of parking on 
l o t  61. However, upon quest ioning appe l l an t  expressing a d e s i r e  
t o  subdivide the l o t s  s o  t h a t  t h e  parking area on t h e  r e a r  of 6 1  
would become p a r t  of l o t  809. Under these  circumstances parking 
would no t  be considered accessory and a covenant would n o t  be 
necessary. 

(5 )  Objection t o  t h e  grant ing  of t h i s  appeal was r eg i s t e r ed  
by Neighbors Incorporated a t  t h e  hearing and by p e t i t i o n s  on f i l e .  



OPINION : 

In  t he  opinion of the  Board t he  appel lants  can achieve t h e i r  
objec t ives  without t h i s  appeal by resubdividing the  l o t s .  I t  is 
f u r t h e r  the  opinion of the  Board t h a t  within t h e  l im i t a t i ons  of 
i t s  ju r i sd i c t i on  t he  reduction of the  s i z e  of l o t  6 1  should be 
opposed as having an adverse a f f e c t  upon the  neighborhood and 
not  i n  harmony with t he  i n t e n t  and purpose of the  Zoning Regu- 
l a t i ons .  


